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ABSTRACT
The theory of signal detection was used to determine sex differ­
ences in recognition memory for a social task using favorable, neutral, 
and unfavorable statements about men and women. Signal detection 
affords two measures: d' represents a measure of S/s sensitivity 
(memory) and f j a measure of his criterion or willingness to respond 
based on his memory.
Descriptions of people were scaled by ten men and ten women 
for degree of favorability. From these items, four lists were con­
structed and given to twenty male and twenty female undergraduates at 
the University of North Dakota. The independent variables used in the 
study were sex of subject, sex of statement, favorability of statement, 
and category of judgment. d’ and were the dependent variables. The 
measures were analyzed using a four-way factorial design with repeated 
measures on all variables except sex of subject.
No effects for sex of subject were found, indicating that for 
this task, males and females do not differ in recognition memory. There 
also was no effect due to sex of statement indicating that male and 
female items were recalled equally as well by men and women. A linear 
relationship was found for simple effects of categories at the three 
levels of favorability for d'. This accounted for most of the variance
viii
for this effect indicating that d' decreased as S/s criterion changed 





There is little doubt, if any, that the sexes differ. It is the 
purpose of this paper to extend the study of sexual differences to cog­
nitive abilities, mainly social memory, employing a more sophisticated 
technique than has been used in the past. "...recognition memory has 
long been viewed as a threshold process, and the data have commonly been 
subjected to a correction for chance success" (Green and Swets, 1966, p. 
337). Employing a correction for guessing, however, does not give an 
entirely accurate measure of memory. It does not take into account an 
observer's response criterion, i.e., his willingness to act on that 
memory. The Theory of Signal Detection does take the observer's criterion 
into account.
What was nex? in the theory was the explicit distinc­
tion between the separation of (1) the observer as a 
sensor, i.e., his sensitivity, and (2) the observer 
as a decision maker, i.e., the effect of his values 
and expectations on his responses. These two aspects 
are confounded in performance. One doctor may more 
often prescribe treatment for an allergy than another 
doctor-— he may more often be right but also more often 
be wrong. Is he a more sensitive detector or is he 
more willing to say yes? TSD makes it possible to 
distinguish these two aspects precisely (Coombs, Dawes, 
Tversky, 1970, p. 166).
TSD affords two measures: d' represents a measure of memory while $  a
1
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measure of one's willingness to respond based on that memory. However, 
before elaborating more extensively on TSD, it is necessary to see what 
is known of sex differences in cognitive abilities.
Sex Differences in Cognitive Abilities
Differences in attention between the sexes exist during the first 
few months after birth. McCall and Kagan (1967) used cardiac decelera­
tion as well as fixation time to measure attention in first-born infants 
four months old. Their experiment was set up to test the discrepancy 
hypothesis, i.e., that stimuli slightly different from a previously 
familiar one would produce maximal attention whereas stimuli either less 
discrepant or more discrepant would not. They found that the experienced 
girls, those with whom the stimulus was familiar, showed the discrepancy 
effect but that the experienced boys did not. Stimuli which were two or 
three units discrepant evoked larger deceleration from the experienced 
girls than the non-experienced girl controls. The boys' groups showed 
no differences. In explaining their results they conclude: "One possi­
bility albeit speculative, is that the girls are perceptually precocious 
compared with boys and have developed a more finely articulated schema..." 
(p. 388).
In an earlier study but one involving slightly older children (six 
to thirteen months of age), Kagan and Lewis (1965) found that girls dis­
played more sustained attention to visual stimulation and preferred more 
novel auditory patterns than boys. They used fixation time and cardiac
change as measures of attention. Girls showed greater cardiac deceler­
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ation to a matrix of lights and longer fixation times to film-presented 
pictures. They also showed greater attention to a novel music pattern 
whereas boys preferred listening to a simple repetitive tone. This 
difference was still present at one year of age. Kagan and Lewis state: 
''Assuming that sustained attention and preference for deviation from the 
familiar are mature attentional habits, it appears that girls are develop- 
mentally more advanced than boys as early as six months of age" (1965, p. 
126) .
Another important largely cognitive ability is language facility. 
According to McCarthy (1953) white American boys are slower than girls 
in practically all aspects of language development. She suggests that 
the differences lie in early infancy and stresses the importance of the 
"echo reaction" stage when the child approximates the sounds his mother 
makes. She states: "The mother is thus the child's first language 
teacher" (p. 156). She argues further that for boys the environmental 
situation is somewhat different than for girls. Although they both have 
the same speech model it is probable that the relationship for the girl 
is more satisfying because she identifies more with the mother. Supporters 
of this identity hypothesis argue that the boy needs to identify with the 
father and probably does not hear his speech as much. When he does try 
to imitate it he will probably be less satisfied because of the differences 
in voice quality. Father's loud voice may even be fear-producing. Boys 
are expected to be active and are sent out to play (away from adults) more
than girls are.
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The greater difficulty that boys seem to have with language was 
shown by Mills and Streit (1942) when they studied 4,685 children in the 
Holyoke, Massachusetts schools. They tested all the children in the 
first three grades and the referrals by the teachers in the other grades. 
Each child was tested by two examiners. They found that two-thirds of 
all children with speech problems were boys and two-thirds of the serious 
problems were boys. More than five times as many boys were stutterers 
than girls. Boys showed more articulatory defects in all categories.
Female superiority, however, is not limited to language abilities. 
Bentzen (1966) in a study of learning and behavior disorders in twenty- 
eight elementary schools involving 6,026 children in Cecil County, Mary­
land, found that of 919 children referred for learning and behavior dis­
orders, 628 were boys and 291 were girls. Most referrals came from the 
first grade, the least from the seventh. Forty-five per cent had vision, 
hearing, speech and language disorders. Of the 919 children, 66.8 per 
cent had reading problems of which two-thirds were males. "...it is 
appropriate to point out that at the chronological age of six when most 
youngsters begin to attend school, girls are approximately twelve months 
ahead of boys in developmental age; by the time they are nine years of 
age, this developmental differential increases to about 18 months" 
(Bentzen, 1966, p. 16).
To summarize: the evidence presented so far supports differences 
in cognitive abilities favoring girls within the first year of life.
Girls appear to be developmentally in advance of boys concerning early 
oral activity and speech acquisition. This advantage is maintained at
5
least through the early grade school years with girls showing fewer 
speech disorders and learning disabilities.
That females might be more attentive than males leads one to sus­
pect that they might also have superior memories. Broadbent (1971) and 
Neisser (1967) both suggest that information to be stored is available 
for processing only for several seconds. The attentive mechanisms select 
the information to be stored from the total input while it is available. 
Attention, thus, becomes a necessary prerequisite for memory.
The evidence does suggest that females have the advantage in memory 
as well. Kroes and Libby (1971) used a free-recall task for words repre­
senting several kinds of categories (taxonomic— animals, clothes; semantic 
differential— high potency and high evaluation; sense impression— white 
and round). They found that women consistently recalled more words than 
men. They attributed the differences to higher verbal intelligence of 
women and that women show more oral activity than males in early infancy.
Cuvo and Witryal (1971) utilized fourth and fifth grade boys and 
girls to measure the effects of incentives (monetary reward for correct 
responses) on the memory for words. Incentives affected memory in all 
conditions of their experiment for both boys and girls. However, in the 
condition x^here the incentive was not knoxm until after presentation of 
the xtfords to be memorized the girls showed better performance than the 
boys. The researchers maintained that the girls were conforming to jE's 
instructions to recall as many words as possible. They suggest that the 
conformity orientation of girls in the classroom leads to paying closer 
attention. This suggestion hints at the possibility of social factors
6
being related to memory.
The evidence is not unequivocally in favor of women, however.
Globig and Touhey (1971) used a tape recorded lecture dealing with the 
history of the country Zanzibar and.found that male subjects recalled 
more items than female subjects. This suggests that the differences 
may be due to the sex appropriateness of the content of the lecture, or 
that the material may fit in more with ideas of what is of interest to 
men than to women.
Globig and Touhey's interpretation (that memory differences may be 
dependent upon the nature of material to be remembered and the subject's 
interest in it) combined with Cuvo and Witryal's (1971) suggestion that 
women are more conforming to the extent that it affects memory, specifically 
suggests that women may be more sensitive to social tasks. This hypothesis 
is supported by Kaess and Witryal (1955) in an experiment using several 
different social memory tasks. Such tasks center around remembering names 
and faces (real people or photographs) by selecting the correct names for 
faces in multiple choice fashion from amongst alternatives not previously 
seen. One task utilized the George Washington University Memory for Names 
and Faces test (GWU), originally a subtest of a social intelligence scale. 
The particular task involved selecting twelve picture portraits of young 
men which were mixed with thirteen new portraits. Another task was a 
miniature life situation where five men and five women were assigned 
aliases by a group experimenter who conducted a sidewalk interview for 
one minute. He made sure each person spoke his alias at least once. The 
experimental subjects were asked to match the correct names listed on a
7
blackboard with the person who gave that name during the interview. Fe­
males were found to be superior on the interview task as well as the GWU 
test. However, correlations between performance on a digit recall test 
and the social memory tasks showed no correlation (-.10 for the interview 
task and -.09 for the GWU for males and -.13 and -.05 for the females 
respectively). The authors conclude: "Thus, ability to remember names 
and faces does not appear to be related to the ability to recall another 
type of information as defined by the digit span test, nor are the sex 
differences on the social recall tasks reflected in similar differences 
on the digit recall task" (Kaess and Witryal, 1955, p. 460).
Witryal and Kaess (1957) , in addition to the social memory tasks 
previously described, developed a third task which they called the KW (for 
Kaess and Witryal) memory for names and faces. Ten male and ten female 
pocket size photos were randomly arranged by sex. A name was printed 
under each photo. The subject was allowed to study the photos for five 
minutes. Then he was presented with thirty smaller photos, the originals 
plus ten others. They were given five alternative names to choose from.
Women were found to be better on all social memory tasks. Also, 
the KW test confirmed previous findings by the same researchers that males 
remembered males better than they remembered females and that females 
remembered females better than they remembered males. The researchers 
state the superiority of females "...is found in the emphasis upon greater 
social facility for the female sex role with the concomitant development 
of better social skills" (Witryal and Kaess, 1957, p. 345).
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A study by Alper and Korchin (1952) also involved a social memory 
task but obtained results favoring men. Favorable and unfavorable res­
ponses about men and women were written into an argument concerning the 
merits of women attending college. Their results showed that male sub­
jects retained more material than female subjects. This effect was 
specific only to the method employed— that of successive reproduction.
Also, an analysis of the material indicates that there really were no 
favorable female statements. The authors noted that women tended to make 
more errors and to react more emotionally and defensively than men, par­
ticularly to anti-female statements. They believed they had tapped deep- 
seated feelings of inferiority.
From these studies it appears that females outrank males in the 
cognitive abilities reported. Also, the studies on social memory (Cuvo 
and Witryal, 1971; Alper and Korchin, 1952) suggest that females may be 
more conforming than males and feel inferior to them. This second general­
ization has significant consequences for memory studies. As is already 
known (Green and Swets, 1966), performance on a memory task not only de­
pends upon memory but also upon one's willingness to decide if a test item 
is a familiar one or not. Women in comparison to men may be less risky in 
making decisions for fear of being incorrect. For women this means fewer 
errors on such tasks since they would report an item as familiar only if 
they were quite confident that it was. Men, on the other hand, would tend 
to report an item as familiar when they were less confident, and thus, do 
poorer in these tasks. That riskiness is an important factor has been
demonstrated by Slakter, Koehler, and Hampton (1971) who studied risk-taking
9
in a testing situation with children in grades five to eleven. The 
students were aware of a penalty for incorrect responses. There was a 
weak indication that males were greater risk-takers than females.
Heilinger and Cutter (1971) also found that males showed riskier
•>
behavior than did females in a win-lose gambling game. Men were also 
riskier in an item-taking strategy where each item on a test could be 
given a weight based on five different strategies representing S/s cer­
tainty of correctness. He was rewarded for certainty but lost points 
for uncertainty. Total points determined his test grade. In the gambling 
situation involving the lose game men were even riskier than before.
They were also riskier than women in doubling their bets. What these 
studies indicate is that men are more likely to take a chance than are 
women.
In light of the recent application of Signal Detection Theory to 
studies in memory (Egan, 1958; Norman and Wicklegren, 1965), studies of 
sex differences in memory require a re-analysis. As a method, SDT dis­
tinguishes between an observer's sensitivity or ability to remember an 
item in a memory task and his confidence or riskiness in making a judgment 
about an item, both factors affecting performance. Because of the failure 
of previous studies to take judgmental criterion into consideration, their 
results are not as clear as appeared. Specifically, the following study 
used the method of TSD in a social memory task for favorable, neutral and 
unfavorable statements concerning men and women. Before going on, though,
a brief description of TSD is necessary.
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Theory of Signal Detection (TSD)
The fundamental task in signal detection is to determine, in a 
given observation, if a signal was presented (Swets, Tanner, Birdsall, 
in Swets, 1964). Inherent in this task is "noise" which is always pre­
sent to some degree in the nervous system. Broadbent (1971) states 
that:
...it is obvious that all human performance con­
tains an occasional element of error, and that 
perfect transmission of information through the 
nervous system is not attained. Any consideration 
of the working of the nervous system makes it 
clear that there are myriad possible causes of 
unreliability and failure at every stage; cells 
may die or be refractory, facilitatory stimulation 
may be present or absent, and all processes such as 
conduction or transmission across synapses may vary 
in speed (p. 12).
A signal of some intensity added to the noise composes the detection 
task. The observer says either "yes" the signal was present or "no" 
it was not.
One of the major assumptions of signal detection theory is that 
any observation varies from presentation to presentation in a way which 
can be adequately described by the normal curve. This assumption is 
equivalent to Thurstone's concept of discriminal dispersion in his method 
of categorical judgment (Green and Swets, 1966). A particular observation 
may be of signal plus noise (SN) or of noise alone (N), but in either con­
dition the distributions arising are assumed to be normal. The addition 
of a signal simply displaces the SN distribution further away from the N 
distribution (see Figure 1).
11
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Fig. 1.— Likelihood axis.
The decision problem posed the observer is one of selecting alter­
native hypotheses (Licklider, in Swets, 1964). The observer must decide 
if a particular observation is coming from the noise distribution (hypo­
thesis one) or from the signal plus noise distribution (hypothesis two).
He establishes a criterion along the continuum of observations which he 
uses in giving his decision. This continuum is known as the likelihood 
axis (familiarity axis in memory experiments).
In any decision there are only four possible outcomes: the observer 
may say " y e s , it is a signal" or "no, it is not" and he may be either 
correct or incorrect. Let us assume S_ has established point C in Figure 1 
as his criterion. If a presented signal has a neural effect greater than 
criterion C, and S_ reports "signal," he will be correct (hit). This out­
come is represented as occurring in probability density area one. If a 
signal is presented but the neural effect is less than C, S_ says "no sig­
nal." The outcome will be in probability density area four, and will be 
incorrect (miss). If no signal is presented but the neural effect is 
greater than C, S_ reports "signal" and will be incorrect again (false alarm).
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This outcome is shown by probability density area three. If he reports
''no signal'1 he will be correct (correct rejection) with the outcome
being in probability density area two.
A series of trials in a detection experiment will produce fre­
quencies for each of these four kinds of outcomes. When divided by the
number of signal-plus-noise or noise trials, whichever is appropriate,
these frequencies can be expressed as proportions of those trials in







P(s/SN) = the probability of responding "signal" given the signal 
did occur.
P(n/SN) = the probability of responding "no signal" given that the 
signal did occur.
P(s/N) = the probability of responding "signal" given no signal 
occurred.
P(n/N) = the probability of responding "no signal" given no signal 
occurred.
Fig. 2.— Decision outcomes in signal detection analysis.
The proportion of hits plotted in relation to the proportion of false
alarms represents a single point on the ROC (receiver operating character­
istic) curve. In memory experiments the curve is called an MOC curve
(Hit) (Miss)
P(s/SN) P(n/SN)





(memory operating characteristic). By manipulating the payoff structure 
S/s criterion can be changed. The information input remains the same, 
i.e., the signal intensity remains the same, but by changing the payoff, 
and, hence, S_'s criterion, the proportions of each possible outcome are 
changed. This will produce another point on the ROC curve. Several 
other points can be obtained in this manner and a curve can be fitted 
to these points. This manipulation of payoff structure produces what is 
called a Type I ROC curve (Banks, 1970). This procedure is commonly 
called the yes-no procedure.
An alternative procedure called the rating method was used in this 
experiment. Using this method S_ must not only indicate the presence or 
absence of a signal (old item) but also indicate his confidence along 
some scale that it is, in fact, old. This means that rather than manip­
ulating S/s criterion by changing the payoff, _S_ is holding multiple crit- 
erian simultaneously. This produces an obvious saving in time and requires 
only one experimental operation to gather all the necessary data. It also 
allows S_ to make finer discriminations (Pollack and Decker, in Swets, 1964). 
The ROC curve is obtained by converting the frequencies of old and new 
judgments at each confidence level into proportions, then cumulating pro­
portions across all rating categories. The resulting 2 x N matrix will 
yield N - 1 ROC points by plotting the cumulative proportion for hits 
against false alarms, making successive divisions at each category boundary 
(D'Amato, 1970).
In memory studies TSD "...conceives of a memory trace as a signal 
that a person must detect in order to perform in a retention task” (Banks,
14
1970). The old list is considered to be the same as SN; the new list is 
the same as N (D'Amato, 1970). The detection of the signal depends upon 
the input of stimulus information, i.e., meaningfulness, list length, 
and other variables affecting the storage of material in memory, as well 
as upon the person’s willingness to make a decision that a sensory pro­
cess is the signal, or in other words, his judgmental criterion. Each 
of these processes is represented by a statistic calculated from the 
decision matrix or ROC curve.
These two statistics are known respectively as d' and^. d' is a 
measure of _S’s memory, whereas $  is a measure of his criterion. The ob­
tained proportions for hits and false alarms are converted to Z scores . 
d' is equivalent to the distance, in Z score units, between the SN and N 
distribution. The difference of these Z scores equals d'. Corresponding 
to each Z is an ordinate of the normal curve. "The corresponding ordinate 
of the distribution is the probability that the quantity will reach ex­
actly the Z score rather than exceeding it" (Broadbent, 1971, p. 74).
The ratio of the ordinates of the hit rate and false alarm rate indicate 
where Ŝ 's performance is along the likelihood (familiarity) axis. These 
values can be used in the analysis of variance to test for differences 
among groups or conditions of the experiment.
The problem this paper is addressed to is the measure of memory 
for social tasks using TSD rather than employing a correction for guessing, 
hence, evaluating not only memory but also S_'s riskiness. The memory items 
making up the task were descriptions of people scaled as to whether they 




were selected for the memory task and Ŝ 's responses 




The initial scaling involved twenty volunteer subjects enrolled 
in Educational Psychology, ten men and ten women. The completed instru­
ment was then given to twenty male and twenty female volunteers enrolled 
in Introductory and Educational Psychology at the University of North 
Dakota during the summer session of 1972. The mean age for males was 
18.4 years and for females was 19.8 years.
Scaling the Items
The instrument was constructed by generating 275 adjectives and 
short statements which, on the basis of face validity, represented favor­
able or unfavorable descriptions of people. These descriptions Xirere then 
given to ten men and ten women judges who, using a five-point number scale, 
rated them on the unfavorable-favorable dimension with the number one being 
unfavorable and five being favorable (see Appendix A). Fifty items were 
repeated to check on judge reliability making a total of 325 statements.
A product moment _r computed between X (the first ratings given to the list 
of reliability items) and Y (the second rating given the same items) was 
computed for each subject. These individual correlations were averaged
16
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for each sex using the r~_z transformation and the formula (McNemar, 1969) :
zav = ~ 3) z i +...+ (Np - 3) zn
(N1 - 3) +...+ (Np - 3)
The reliability estimate obtained for the male judges was .83 and for 
female judges .86. These two estimates did not significantly differ 
from each other (_t = .226; df = 1).
Constructing the Lists
The mean and standard deviation for each description were computed. 
Sixty descriptions (180 in all) about people were selected in each category 





Because an equal number of descriptions in each category were needed and 
since a relatively small number of descriptions were scaled, the ranges 
for means and SD were not consistent across categories.
The frequencies of occurrence in the English language per million 
words for each of the 140 descriptions (forty were not listed) were ob­
tained from Lorge and Thorndike (1944). Using this information, two lists 
each consisting of ninety descriptions (thirty in each category: unfavor­
able, neutral, favorable) were constructed and made as identical as possi­
ble in terms of the frequency of occurrence of the descriptions. This was
to eliminate the chances of one list being easier to remember because of
18
the varying probabilities in the natural occurrence of words (see Table 1). 
Two lists were needed because one list was later combined with the second 
for the recognition memory task.
After the descriptions had been scaled and two matching lists con­
structed, then, to each description was added the prefix "men" or "women" 
along with an appropriate verb. One-half of the statements in each list 
had the male prefix and one-half had the female prefix. Thus, each state­
ment referred specifically to men or to women in an unfavorable, neutral, 
or favorable way. Each list could then be divided into a second list by 
using the opposite prefix given each item in the first list. This pro­
duced four ninety-item lists in all. After the prefix changes only one 
description seemed nonsensical. This was. "Men have babies."
Administering the Instrument
In the recognition memory task S_ was given one list of statements 
first (the old list) followed by another list twice as long (the old and 
new list) . The a. priori probability for the occurrence of an old item 
on the combined list was thus set at .5. The new lists were actually 
one of the three remaining lists after the test (old) list was selected.
The presentation of the lists was counterbalanced to eliminate effects 
due to the order of presentation of the old and new lists. Thus, the 
twenty males were divided into four groups of five, each group receiving 
a different old list. The same \<ras true of the twenty females. (Appendix 
B contains the instrument administered.)
Subjects were instructed that they would have five minutes to read
TABLE 1
FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE PER MILLION WORDS 




1 List 2 Total List 1
Neutral 
List 2 Total List
Unfavorable 
1 List 2 Total
1 - 5 4 5 9 9 8 17 7 7 14
6 - 1 0 3 3 6 4 4 8 3 2 5
1 1 - 20 5 5 10 2 2 4 3 3 6
21 - 30 3 3 6 2 3 5 3 4 7
31 - 40 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2
41 - 50 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 2
A* 5 5 10 0 1 1 1 0 1
AA** 4 4 8 1 2 3 0 1 1
1/18m*** 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 6
Unknown 3 4 7 9 8 17 8 8 16
*50-99 per million.
**100+ per million.
***words occurring at least once per 18 million.
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through the first list of statements. After the five minutes ended the 
instructions for the combined list were given. The subject was instructed 
to indicate by circling for each statement an "0" (old) or an "N" (new) 
depending upon whether he had seen the statement before. He was also in­
structed to indicate, using a numerical rating scale from one to five, 
how confident he was of his judgment. The value "1" indicated "not sure," 
the value "5" indicated "very sure," "3" indicated "sure," with "2" and 
"4" being in between "sure" and "not sure" and "sure" and "very sure."
Data Analysis
The statistics d' and ( ! were obtained from the Theory of Signal 
Detection as described above under the assumptions of equality of variances 
and normal distributions. Since these statistics, when computed for indi­
vidual subjects, were quite unstable (based only on fifteen data points) 
it became necessary to collapse data across groups of five subjects for 
each sex who were given the same list. This increased the stability of 
the statistics, especially d', each one being based, now, on seventy-five 
data points.
The design used in this experiment was a four factor design with 
repeated measures on the three factors of sex of statement, favorability 
of statement, and confidence category. Each subject was, of course, ob­
served under only one level of the fourth factor, sex of subject. All




The results for d' from the analysis of variance showed no main 
effect for sex of subject (see Table 2). This means that there were 
no differences between the sexes in memory for favorable, neutral, or 
unfavorable statements about men and women. The main effects for 
favorability and for categories were significant (j3<.01) but so, also, 
was the favorability x category interaction (j) < .05) . This means that 
a direct interpretation of the main effects for favorability of state­
ment and confidence category cannot be made. Rather, the indication 
is that differences in d' occurred in a different manner for different 
levels of favorability at the different categories of confidence.
A graph of the interaction is shown in Figure 3 using a logarithmic 
transformation of the means. It can be seen that the values for the 
dependent variable (d?) tend to decrease as Ŝ 's criterion changes, but 
that does not occur in exactly the same way for favorable, neutral, and 
unfavorable statements, i.e., the profiles are not parallel. As a re­
sult, a trend analysis was computed to determine to what extent differences 




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF d' FOR SEX OF SUBJECT (VARIABLE A)l
X SEX OF STATEMENT (VARIABLE B) X FAVORABILITY 







A 5.50 1 5.4993 2.13862
Subj. w. groups 15.43 6 2.5714
Within Subjects
B 0.04 1 0.0366 0.10268
AB 1.19 1 1.1909 3.33919
B x subj. w. groups 2.14 6 0.3566
C 23.99 2 11.9963 34.25970**
AC 0.09 2 0.0426 0.12167
C x subj. w. groups 4.20 12 0.3502
D 11.53 8 1.4409 28.40285**
Al) 0.40 8 0.0495 0.97514
D x subj. w. groups 2.44 48 0.0507
BC 0.39 2 0.1945 0.43750
ABC 0.30 2 0.1520 0.34192
BC x subj. w. groups 5.33 12 0.4445
BD 0.15 8 0.0182 0.49765
ABD 0.34 8 0.0427 1.15843
BD x subj. w. groups 1.77 48 0.0369
CD 1.02 16 0.0635 1.97768*
ACD 0.51 16 0.0319 0.99359
CD x subj. w • groups 3.08 96 0.0321
BCD 0.71 16 0.0445 1.59974
ABCD 0.33 16 0.0204 0.73383
BCD x subj. w. groups 2.67 96 0.0278
















Fig. 3.— Profiles of the interaction of d' for favorability x
category
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trends in the simple effects for categories. The denominator used in 
the F tests for trends was .0321 (the mean square for CD x subjects 
within groups from Table 2). The results for trends are shown in Table 
3. Of the total sums of squares for the interaction effect (1.02 units),
TABLE III
ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES IN d' IN LINEAR, QUADRATIC,
AND CUBIC TRENDS FOR THE SIMPLE EFFECTS OF 




Squares df Mean Squares F Value
Linear 0.71 1 .71 22.11*
Quadratic 0.09 1 .09 3.74
Cubic 0.12 1 .12 2.73
Higher order 0.10 5 .02 .62
TOTAL 1.02 8
*p .01
0.71 units can be accounted for by differences in linear trends at the
three levels of variability. In other words, 69.60 per cent of the total
variation produced by the interaction effect arises from differences in 
linear trends (lack of parallelism) in the simple effects for categories 
at the three levels of favorability (see Table 4). The linear component 
was significant (F = 22.11; df = 1, 96; j3*s.01). The quadratic and higher 
order trends were not significant but did account for a portion of the
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PER CENT OF TOTAL FAVORABILITY X CATEGORY. VARIANCE ACCOUNTED 
FOR BY THE DIFFERENCES IN LINEAR, QUADRATIC,
CUBIC, AND HIGHER ORDER COMPONENTS
TABLE IV






total interaction variance (quadratic = 8.82 per cent; cubic = 11.76 per 
cent; higher order = 9.82 per cent).
L
The results of the analysis of variance for Beta in Table 5, show 
a significant effect of sex of subject with females having a higher 
criteria. However, the considerable variability in raw scores prompted 
a re-analysis of the data with the variances for males and females equal­
ized. This was done by setting the sums of squares for the sexes equal to 
a constant. This manipulation reversed the main effect for sex of subject 
(males having higher criteria) suggesting the original effect was the re­
sult of a high degree of variability in the scores.
A significant interaction for category x sex of subject (j3<.05) 
with the original sums disappeared when the transform scores were analyzed.
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TABLE V
ANALYSIS OE VARIANCE OF f  FOR SEX OF SUBJECT (VARIABLE A) 
X SEX OF STATEMENT (VARIABLE B) X FAVORABILITY 
(VARIABLE C) X CATEGORY (VARIABLE D)
Sums of Mean
Source Squares df Squares F Value
Between Subjects
A 128.71 1 128.7100 15.48398**
Subj. w. groups 257.58 6 42.9299
Within Subjects
B 3.70 1 3.7002 0.26187
AB 17.65 1 17.6511 1.24922
B x subj. w. groups 84.78 6 14.1298
C 93.18 2 46.5919 3.22511
AC 67.62 2 33.8090 2.34027
C x subj. w. groups 173.36 12 14.4466
D 1274.05 8 159.2564 8.43494**
AD 409.78 8 51.2229 2.71300*
D x subj. w. groups 906.27 48 18.8806
BC 24.82 2 12.4111 1.06461
ABC 6.28 2 3.1393 0.26928
BC s subj. w. groups 139.90 12 11.6579
BD 57.22 8 7.1519 0.83965
ABD 86.17 8 10.7711 1.26455
BD x subj. w. groups 408.85 48 8.5177
CD 288.03 16 18.0021 2.16568*
ACD 233.24 16 14.5773 1.75366
CD x subj. w. groups 798.00 96 8.3125
BCD 93.78 16 5.8614 1.11441
ABCD 56.23 16 3.5142 0.66814
BCD x subj. w. groups 504.93 96 5.2596




The main effect for favorability (jj <.10) was stronger with the transform 
scores (jac .01) as was the favorability by category interaction (original: 
£•<.05; transform: £ <  .01) . The main effect for category remained sig­
nificant at £<.01.
Since the favorability by category interaction was significant, 
the main effects for favorability and category cannot be interpreted 
directly. One must look for differences at specific levels of the two 
variables.
The interaction has been graphed in Figure 4. This graph indicates 
that the extreme values for f t  occurred for the two categories representing 
S^s least risky criterion setting, 5-4 old. The graph also suggests the 
possibility of a linear relationship for the simple effects for categories 
Since the levels of categories represent a quantitative variable, as was 
likewise true in the d' analysis, a test for trends was also appropriate 
for f t . The trend analysis was done for the favorability by category in­
teraction as shown in Table 6 using the mean square for C by D by sub­
jects within groups as the denominator for the F test. The differences 
in linear trends for the profiles were significant (F = 19.11; df = 1,
96; p <  .01) . There were also differences in cubic trends accounting for 
a portion of the total variance due to interaction (F = 4.12; df = 1, 96; 
£<.05). The percentages of the total variation for interaction which 
differences in linear, quadratic, cubic, and higher order trends accounted 
for are shown in Table 7. It can be seen that differences in linear 




















ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES IN /  IN LINEAR, QUADRATIC, AND 
CUBIC TRENDS FOR THE SIMPLE EFFECTS OF CATEGORY (D)
AT LEVELS OF FAVORABILITY (C)
Source
Sums of 
Squares df Mean Squares F Value
Linear 158.81 1 158.81 19.11**
Quadratic 22.96 1 22.96 2.83
Cubic 34.31 1 34.31 4.12*






PER CENT OF TOTAL C X D VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR
BY THE DIFFERENCES! IN LINEAR, QUADRATIC,
CUBIC, AND HIGHER ORDER COMPONENTS





TOTAL 1 0 0 . 0 0
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Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) Curve
In the language of Signal Detection Theory, the receiver operating 
characteristic curve describes S['s performance on the memory task. By 
combining the frequencies for hits and false alarms, it is possible to 
produce an ROC curve for each sex for favorable, neutral, and unfavorable 
statements about men and women. These ROC curves are shown in Figures 5,
6, and 7 plotted on double probability scales. Plotting on double pro­
bability scales describes the relationship as linear rather than concave 
downwards.
Several things should be said about these curves. The diagonal re­
presents chance performance. A perpendicular line drawn from the diagonal 
to the curves is d'. The curves also indicate that for a constant d ' , 0  , 
or S/s criterion, has taken on differing values.
Three conspicious features of these particular curves can be seen. 
First of all, women tended to have slightly larger d' values for favor­
able, neutral, and unfavorable statements, but as described earlier, this 
was not significant. Secondly, in comparing Figure 6 with Figures 5 and
7, it can be seen that d' for neutral statements was larger than for 
favorable or unfavorable statements. This observation coincides with the 
significant main effect for the favorability factor.
Lastly, it should be noted that the ROC curves are not parallel with 
the diagonal. This means that the variance for the signal plus noise dis­
tribution was greater than that for the noise-alone distribution. In re­
gards to this experiment, it can be said that the variability in responses
to old items was greater than the variability in responses to new items,
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since, in memory studies, the old list is considered the same as SN and 


































Proportion of False Alarms
Fig. 7.— d' for unfavorable statements for men and women.
CHAPTER IV
Discussion
The failure to obtain a significant effect for d' favoring xromen 
is somewhat surprising since female superiority in social memory tasks 
appears to be quite well established (Kroes and Libby, 1971; Cuvo and 
Witryal, 1971; Kaess and Witryal, 1955; Witryal and Kaess, 1957).
Several possibilities for failure to repeat this fact come to mind. The 
first deals directly with the manner in which false alarms were handled. 
Previous findings showing women to have better memories could have been 
subject to this kind of error. Typically, the per cent correctly remem­
bered has been used as the appropriate measure. This tends to include 
hits which occurred by chance and overestimates the "true" hit rate. As 
a result, it could misrepresent memory for items if S_ x;as reluctant to 
say yes thereby lowering his overall number of hits.
Another x̂ ay in which false alarms have been handled is by sub­
tracting them from the number of hits using a correction for guessing. 
This procedure was common in the classical approach where memory was con­
sidered a threshold process and that a fixed cut-off was rarely exceeded 
by noise alone (Green and Swets, 1966). According to this viex̂ , if an 
observer obtains any false alarms he is responding to events which are
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below threshold, and therefore, would only be guessing. Although this 
adjustment does remove chance successes from S/s performance, it con­
ceives of the memory process in terms which TSD shows not to be com­
pletely adequate. The threshold theory assumes that true hits and false 
alarms are independent, i.e., guessing occurs independently of the sensing 
mechanism, and that the relationship of hits to false alarms is a straight 
line. TSD, however, demonstrates that the relationship is concave down­
wards and that failure to remember items occurs even when the sensory event 
exceeds threshold, or, alternatively, that the threshold changes. This 
means that one may remember an item but not report it as such depending 
upon his level of confidence. It is possible to be correct without being 
one-hundred per cent confident.
The foregoing has described two traditional means of evaluating 
memory tasks and shown how each is inadequate. To apply TSD to such tasks 
could possibly eliminate differences found in other studies by taking false 
alarms into consideration. An example will be used to show how this could 
occur. Suppose males and females had obtained different hit and false 
alarm rates but in the same ratio, e.g., ten hits and five false alarms 
for females and six hits and three false alarms for males. If one does 
not consider the false alarms and just uses the percentage correct,females 
appear to be more sensitive detectors (ten hits to six). However, if false 
alarms are considered in the manner of TSD it becomes apparent that the 
ratios of hits to false alarms are the same: one-half. It is the differ­
ence between the proportion of hits and false alarms, when converted to
z scores, that equals d'.
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A second alternative explanation for failing to find differences 
where there is evidence for differences is that the task used may not 
have been a social memory task at all. It seems reasonable to expect 
that a social memory task have a more distinctly social component, such 
as remembering names and faces of people met on the street. Tasks which 
lack this quality may be little different than memory for digits. One 
of the findings cited by Kaess and Witryal (1955) was that the ability 
to remember names and faces was not related to the ability to recall the 
kind of information defined by the digit span test. As they pointed out, 
memory for digits failed to produce sex differences.
Social factors may operate through an effect upon attention affect­
ing memory in this manner. Women's interest in social situations may 
increase their attention to social stimuli and make storage into memory 
more likely.
The tendency for neutral statements to be remembered better than 
favorable or unfavorable ones prompted a closer investigation of the 
lists. This proved quite revealing. Each list had been composed of thirty 
favorable, thirty neutral, and thirty unfavorable descriptions of people. 
What had occurred is that words which could easily be made into opposites 
by adding the prefix un- had been used. For example, cooperative (a fav­
orable word) became uncooperative (an unfavorable word). This occurred 
often enough to produce confusion between the favorable and unfavorable 
portions of the lists. The neutral statements, on the other hand, were 
not confounded by opposites. To quote Broadbent (1971): "...the intro­
duction of sharp...differences between relevant and irrelevant items will
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allow filtering and give an increase, in d'." This confounding would 
occur between male and female statements and eliminate possible differ­
ences here as well. Because of this interference between parts of the 
lists the significant main effect for favorability and the significant 
favorability x category interaction probably should not be interpreted 
as accurate.
The category effect f o r w a s  expected, should decrease if S/s 
criterion changes. The remaining results, however, are not too clearly 
understood. The tendency for d' to decrease in relation to the confi­
dence category indicates that as £>/s criterion changed, his false alarm 
rate and hit rate changed at disproportionate rates. The tendency for 
subjects to use the extreme categories for ratings may have created con­
siderable instability in the values of d' for the middle categories.
The reversal of sex differences in for transformed scores suggests 
that there was considerable variability in these values. Why the trans­




The Theory of Signal Detection was applied to studying sex differ­
ences in memory for favorable, neutral, and unfavorable statements about 
men and women. The analysis showed no differences due to either sex of 
subject or to sex of statement. There was also failure to confirm pre­
vious findings that women tend to be more cautious than men. The tendency 
to remember neutral statements by both sexes better than favorable or un­
favorable ones quite possibly resulted from confusion created by similarity 
of the stimuli composing these components of the lists.
Although the results of this study may be discouraging, the study of 
sex differences as well as the study of memory could both be worthwhile 
endeavors. TSD has reformulated the traditional measures of memory and 
has provided a means for solving that age-old psychophysical problem—  
separating an observer's sensitivity and criterion. As a method, it is 
appropriate to apply to memory studies. The necessity of having appro­
priate stimuli, however, should be underscored. A more thorough and 
adequate construction of the test lists used in the memory task may be 
all that this present research would require to bring to the surface sex 
differences. The ROC curves obtained hint at the possibility of sex
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differences being present. Even though not significant, women consistently- 
showed larger d' values than men for the descriptions used.
There are a number of problems with $  as a measure of S/s criterion, 
not the least of which is the tremendous range of values it can achieve 
when d' is greater than one. There are several nonparametric alternatives 
available (Banks, 1970; Green and Swets, 1966) but, according to Banks: 
"...the need for a perfectly general psychological index of criterion
still exists" (p. 86).
APPENDIX A
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BOOKLET FOR SCALING ITEMS
Instructions: Indicate on a scale from 1 to 5, whether or not the items
listed represent favorable or unfavorable descriptions of people. One 
indicates that it is an unfavorable description and 5 indicates that it 
is a favorable description. You may leave when you are finished.
Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
dumb 1 2 3 4 5 likes war I 2 3 4 5
stamina 1 2 3 4 5 healthy 1 2 3 4 5
indifferent 1 2 3 4 5 ego-centric 1 2 3 4 5
spend-thrift 1 2 3 4 5 moody 1 2 3 4 5
warm 1 2 3 4 5 manipulative 1 2 3 4 5
likes to drink 1 2 3 4 5 considerate 1 2 3 4 5
unreasonable 1 2 3 4 5 fighter 1 2 3 4 5
hard-hearted I 2 3 4 5 overprotective 1 2 3 4 5
needs men 1 2 3 4 5 fatherly 1 2 3 4 5
violent 1 2 3 4 5 undependable 1 2 3 4 5
emotional 1 2 3 4 5 show-off 1 2 3 4 5
handsome 1 2 3 4 5 snob 1 2 3 4 5
always late 1 2 3 4 5 nervous 1 2 3 4 5
appreciative 
has common
1 2 3 4 5 afraid 1 2 3 4 5
sense
accepts respon-
1 2 3 4 5 open-minded 1 2 3 4 5
sibility 1 2 3 4 5 graceful I 2 3 4 5
nonconformist 1 2 3 4 5 careless 1 2 3 4 5
accepting 1 2 3 4 5 stupid 1 2 3 4 5
homebody 1 2 3 4 5 athletic 1 2 3 4 5
courteous 1 2 3 4 5 mellow 1 2 3 4 5
cold 1 2 3 4 5 negligent 1 2 3 4 5
reasonable 1 2 3 4 5 cunning 1 2 3 4 5
aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 . understandable 1 2 3 4 5
self-sufficient 1 2 3 4 5 motherly 1 2 3 4 5
needs women 1 2 3 4 5 dependable 1 2 3 4 5
gentle 1 2 3 4 5 selfish 1 2 3 4 5
beautiful 1 2 3 4 5 naive 1 2 3 4 5
uninhibited 1 2 3 4 5 high-strung 1 2 3 4 5
articulate 1 2 3 4 5 narrow-minded 1 2 3 4 5
unappreciative 
accepting of
1 2 3 4 5 wishy-washy 1 2 3 4 5
others 1 2 3 4 5 domineering 1 2 3 4 5
cruel 1 2 3 4 5 unaccepting 1 2 3 4 5
conformist 1 2 3 4 5 sick 1 2 3 4 5
A3
Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
1 2 3 4 5
quick-tempered 1 2 3 4 5
hostile 1 2 3 4 5
calm 1 2 3 4 5
uncooperative 1 2 3 4 5
sensitive 1 2 3 4 5
intelligent 1 2 3 4 5
ambitious 1 2 3 4 5
unbiased 1 2 3 4 5
neat
caters to
1 2 3 4 5
others 1 2 3 4 5
important 
knows how to
1 2 3 4 5
raise children 1 2 3 4 5
tender-hearted 1 2 3 4 5
fun 1 2 3 4 5
enticing 
knows how to
1 2 3 4 5
handle men 
sees women as
1 2 3 4 5
ob j ects 1 2 3 4 5
impolite 
takes things
1 2 3 4 5
for granted 
demands
1 2 3 4 5
at tention 1 2 3 4 5
unaggressive 1 2 3 4 5
lazy 1 2 3 4 5
considerate 1 2 3 4 5
happy 1 2 3 4 5
ugly 1 2 3 4 5
inarticulate 
depends on
1 2 3 4 5
others
preoccupied
1 2 3 4 5
with sex 1 2 3 4 5
kind 1 2 3 4 5
strong 1 2 3 4 5
friendly 1 2 3 4 5
dull 1 2 3 4 5
sissy 1 2 3 4 5
sarcastic 1 2 3 4 5
loving
straight-
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
ornery 1 2 3 4 5
gullible 1 2 3 4 5
unsuspecting 1 2 3 4 5
uninhibited 1 2 3 4 5
conformist 1 2 3 4 5
selfish 1 2 3 4 5
sick 1 2 3 4 5
grouchy 1 2 3 4 5
unsuspecting 1 2 3 4 5
happy 1 2 3 4 5
dull 1 2 3 4 5
cries easily 1 2 3 4 5
thoughtful 1 2 3 4 5
faithful 1 2 3 4 5
self-conscious 1 2 3 4 5
hard to under-
stand 1 2 3 4 5
unmoved 1 2 3 4 5
loved 1 2 3 4 5
brave 1 2 3 4 5
excitable 1 2 3 4 5
serious 1 2 3 4 5
confusing 1 2 3 4 5
paternal 1 2 3 4 5
cries easily 1 2 3 4 5
inconsistent 1 2 3 4 5
role-players 1 2 3 4 5
good listener 1 2 3 4 5
compulsive 1 2 3 4 5
awkward 1 2 3 4 5
formal 1 2 3 4 5
skillful 1 2 3 4 5
sensitive 1 2 3 4 5
prejudiced 1 2 3 4 5
submissive 1 2 3 4 5
career-minded 1 2 3 4 5
forward 1 2 3 4 5 obstinate 1 2  3 4 5
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Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
energetic 1 2 3 4 5 skeptical 1 2 3 4 5
inconsiderate 1 2 3 4 5
physically 
s trong 1 2 3 4 5
crude 1 2 3 4 5 unemotional 1 2 3 4 5
strives for 
power 1 2 3 4 5 consistent 1 2 3 4 5
self-sufficient 1 2 3 4 5 sexy 1 2 3 4 5
logical 1 2 3 4 5 independent 1 2 3 4 5
picky 1 2 3 4 5 modes t 1 2 3 4 5
weak 1 2 3 4 5 reserved 1 2 3 4 5
pes t 1 2 3 4 5 insensitive 1 2 3 4 5
has nice eyes 1 2 3 4 5 destructive 1 2 3 4 5
knows all the 
answers 1 2 3 4 5 unbiased 1 2 3 4 5
flattering 1 2 3 4 5 impatient 1 2 3 4 5
brutal 1 2 3 4 5 enticing 1 2 3 4 5
attention
seeker 1 2 3 4 5 grouchy 1 2 3 4 5
gossip 1 2 3 4 5 predictable 1 2 3 4 5
critical 1 2 3 4 5 stamina 1 2 3 4 5
maternal 1 2 3 4 5 likes to drink 1 2 3 4 5
graceful 1 2 3 4 5 emotional 1 2 3 4 5
courteous 1 2 3 4 5
has common 
sense 1 2 3 4 5
mechanically-
minded 1 2 3 4 5 manipulative 1 2 3 4 5
illogical 1 2 3 4 5 apathetic 1 2 3 4 5
easy-going 1 2 3 4 5 understanding 1 2 3 4 5
predictable 1 2 3 4 5 patient 1 2 3 4 5
destructive 1 2 3 4 5 repulsive 1 2 3 4 5
modest 1 2 3 4 5 stubborn 1 2 3 4 5
critical 1 2 3 4 5 feeble 1 2 3 4 5
pest 1 2 3 4 5
likes to 
smoke 1 2 3 4 5
well-behaved 1 2 3 4 5
the bread­
winner 1 2 3 4 5
unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 hard worker 1 2 3 4 5
corrupt 1 2 3 4 5 manipulated 1 2 3 4 5
disloyal 1 2 3 4 5 always talking 1 2 3 4 5
sentimental 1 2 3 4 5 rude 1 2 3 4 5
dependent 1 2 3 4 5
absorbed in 
detail 1 2 3 4 5
humorous 1 2 3 4 5 rational 1 2 3 4 5
creative 1 2 3 4 5 jealous 1 2 3 4 5
easy-going 1 2 3 4 5 unpredictable 1 2 3 4 5
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Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
conceited 1 2 3 4 5 leader 1 2 3 4 5
authentic 1 2 3 4 5 flexible 1 2 3 4 5
virtuous 1 2 3 4 5
try to be what 
they are not 1 2 3 4 5
pushy 1 2 3 4 5 cooks meals 1 2 3 4 5
illogical 1 2 3 4 5 irresponsible 1 2 3 4 5
reliable 1 2 3 4 5 dishonest 1 2 3 4 5
pure 1 2 3 4 5 picked on 1 2 3 4 5
loyal 1 2 3 4 5 impolite 1 2 3 4 5
liberated 1 2 3 4 5 wastes time 1 2 3 4 5
mechanically-
minded 1 2 3 4 5 soft 1 2 3 4 5
sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5
overlooks
details 1 2 3 4 5
serious 1 2 3 4 5 irrational 1 2 3 4 5
takes things 
for granted 1 2 3 4 5
sees women 
as objects 1 2 3 4 5
eager 1 2 3 4 5 worrier 1 2 3 4 5
shallow 1 2 3 4 5 empty-headed 1 2 3 4 5
belittles
others 1 2 3 4 5 honorable 1 2 3 4 5
immoral 1 2 3 4 5 careful 1 2 3 4 5
regressive 1 2 3 4 5 phony 1 2 3 4 5
knows how to 
handle men 1 2 3 4 5 honest 1 2 3 4 5
untrustworthy 1 2 3 4 5
suffers
silently 1 2 3 4 5
outspoken 1 2 3 4 5
spends money 
impulsively 1 2 3 4 5
never on time 1 2 3 4 5 truthful 1 2 3 4 5
humanistic 1 2 3 4 5 tender-hearted 1 2 3 4 5
unsympathetic 1 2, 3 4 5 clinging vine 1 2 3 4 5
physical 1 2 3 4 5 hides emotions 1 2 3 4 5
helpful 1 2 3 4 5 carefree 1 2 3 4 5
fun 1 2 3 4 5
knows how to 
raise childrenl 2 3 4 5
perseverent 1 2 3 4 5 scholar 1 2 3 4 5
superior 1 2 3 4 5 two-faced 1 2 3 4 5
follower 1 2 3 4 5 double-dealing 1 2 3 4 5
rigid 1 2 3 4 5 genuine 1 2 3 4 5
likes to 
impress 1 2 3 4 5 moral 1 2 3 4 5
difficult to 
live with 1 2 3 4 5 childlike 1 2 3 4 5
daring 1 2 3 4 5 trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5
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Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
materialistic 1 2 3 4 5 shy 1 2 3 4 5
reactionary 1 2 3 4 5 shows emotions 1 2 3 4 5
human 1 2 3 4 5 neat 1 2 3 4 5
fickle 1 2 3 4 5 generous 1 2 3 4 5
inferior 1 2 3 4 5 ignorant 1 2 3 4 5
sloppy 1 2 3 4 5 suspicious 1 2 3 4 5
promisclous 1 2 3 4 5 respectable 1 2 3 4 5
companion 1 2 3 4 5 clever 1 2 3 4 5
have babies 1 2 3 4 5 ambitious 1 2 3 4 5
jump to con- 
clusions 1 2 3 4 5 level-headed 1 2 3 4 5
knows how to 
handle women 1 2 3 4 5 thoughtless 1 2 3 4 5
sees men as 
objects 1 2 3 4 5 unfaithful 1 2 3 4 5
polite 1 2 3 4 5 intelligent 1 2 3 4 5
caters to 
others 1 2 3 4 5 dreamer 1 2 3 4 5
deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 coward 1 2 3 4 5
inhibited 1 2 3 4 5 uncooperative 1 2 3 4 5
well-behaved 1 2 3 4 5 impressionable 1 2 3 4 5
unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 liked 1 2 3 4 5
show-off 1 2 3 4 5 confident 1 2 3 4 5
corrupt 1 2 3 4 5 self-conscious 1 2 3 4 5
disloyal 1 2 3 4 5
hard to 
understand 1 2 3 4 5
sentimental 1 2 3 4 5 unmoved 1 2 3 4 5




Instructions: You will have five minutes to read the items in the booklet
before you. If you read all items before the five minutes are up, reread 
them from the beginning. Upon completion of this portion, the instructions 
for the remainder of the task will be given. Go ahead and begin.
Women are straightforward Men are materialistic
Men are dishonest Men are unsympathetic
Women are cowards Men are kind
Women are unreliable 
Men are uncooperative 
Men are eager 
Women are careful 
Women are loving 
Men are respectable 
Women are tenderhearted 
Men are absorbed in detail 
Women are spendthrifts 
Women are sexy 
Women are irresponsible 
Women cry easily 
Women are deceitful 
Men are flattering 


















Men are cunning Men are patient
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Women are skillful Women are friendly
Women are important Men are thoughtless
Men are self-conscious Men are logical
Women are nervous Men are loyal
Men are liked Women are stubborn
Men are helpful Men suffer silently
Men are disloyal Women are fun
Women are accepting of others Women are liberated
Women are two-faced Women cater to others
Women are never on time Men are feeble
Women are gentle Men know how to handle women
Women are daring Men are thoughtful
Women are truthful Men are double-dealing
Men like to impress Women have babies
Women need, women Women are ambitious
Women are followers Men are corrupt
Women are honorable Men are rigid
Men are afraid Women are reasonable
Women are ignorant Men are jealous
Men are unfaithful Men are serious
Men are human Men are cold
Men are dependable Men are career-minded
Women are level-headed Men are dreamers
Women are indifferent Men are understanding
Men are dull Women are phony
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Instructions: In the booklet, indicate for each item whether it is an
old item (one you have seen before), or a new item (one you have not 
seen before). Then indicate on a scale from 1 to 5 how confident you 
are that it is an old or new item. Five means you are "very sure" and 
1 means you are "not sure," with 3 being "sure" and 2 and 4 being in- 
between "not sure" and "sure" and "sure" and "very sure." You may 
leave when you finish. Go ahead and begin.
Men are jealous 0 
Men are trustworthy 0 
Men are moral 0 
Women are indifferent 0 
Men are reactionary 0 
Men are loved 0 
Women are accepting of others 0 
Women cry easily 0 
Men are rigid 0 
Women are sentimental 0 
Men like war 0 
Men are self-conscious 0 
Women cater to others 0 
Men have common sense 0 
Women are honest 0 
Men are modest 0 
Men are independent 0 
Women are confident 0 
Women are important 0 
Men cook meals 0 
Men are shy 0 
Women are ignorant 0 
Women are unsuspecting 0 
Men are difficult to live with 0 
Women are hard workers 0 
Women are repulsive 0 
Women are homebodies 0 
Women are dependent 0 
Men are kind 0 
Men are inhibited 0 
Women are inferior 0 
Men accept responsibility 0 
Men are respectable 0 
Men are human 0 
Women waste time 0 
Women are loving 0 
Men are cold 0
Confidence Rating
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
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Confidence Rating
Women are compulsive 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are deceitful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are materialistic 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are reserved 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are irresponsible 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are neat 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are always late 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are unaggressive 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are conceited 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are level-headed 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are creative 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are cowards 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are eager 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are self-sufficient 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are dumb 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are s exy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are pushy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are skillful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are daring 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are clever 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are logical 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are manipulative 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are soft 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are fun 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are disloyal 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are pests 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are enticing 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are careful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are dreamers 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are lazy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are happy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women have stamina 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are straightforward 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are unreasonable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are dishonest 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are unreliable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are absorbed in detail 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are unappreciative 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are spendthrifts 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are clinging vines 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are hostile 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are cunning 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are unsympathetic 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are calm 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men need men 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are mellow 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
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Confidence Rating
Men are sloppy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are Xi7ell-behaved 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are snobs 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are fatherly 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are patient 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are liked 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are narrow-minded 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are helpful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are rude 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are formal 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are never on time 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are undependable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are followers 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are unfaithful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are dependable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are graceful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are hardhearted 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are dull 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are cruel 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are stupid 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are feeble 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are thoughtful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are reasonable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are companions 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are courteous 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are nonconformists 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are grouchy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are wishy-washy 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are double-dealing 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women have babies 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are ambitious 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are emotional 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women have nice eyes 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are faithful 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are gentle 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are phony 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are violent 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are sympathetic 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are honorable 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are generous 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are outspoken 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are articulate 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men like to impress 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are two-faced 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Men are physical 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
Women are domineering 0 N 1 2 3 4 5
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Men are empty-headed 0 
Men are conformists 0 
Men know how to handle women 0 
Men are uncooperative 0 
Women need women 0 
Women are liberated 0 
Men are unaccepting 0 
Women are tenderhearted 0 
Men are unbiased 0 
Men are impolite 0 
Women are understandable 0 
Women are energetic 0 
Men are excitable 0 
Men are intelligent 0 
Men are appreciative 0 
Women are predictable 0 
Women are truthful 0 
Women are stubborn 0 
Men are selfish 0 
Men are understanding 0 
Women like to drink 0 
Men are aggressive 0 
Men are flattering 0 
Men are career-minded 0 
Women are healthy 0 
Men suffer silently 0 
Men are corrupt 0 
Women are mechanically-minded 0 
Women are destructive 0 
Women are untrustworthy 0 
Women belittle others 0 
Men are warm 0 
Women are crude 0 
Men are loyal 0 
Women are ornery 0 
Women are nervous 0 
Women are polite 0 
Women are friendly 0 
Women are uninhibited 0 
Women are brutal 0 
Women are genuine 0 
Men are negligent 0 
Men are considerate 0 
Men are humorous 0 
Men are naive 0 
Men are thoughtless 0
Confidence Rating
N 1 2 3 4 5N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
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Women are sissies 0 
Men are afraid 0 
Men are impressionable 0 
Men are serious 0 
Women are overprotective 0
Confidence Rating
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
N 1 2 3 4 5
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